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SMOKE...

WHERE THERE'S

1

- ...there may not
becompliance with city law

By SIMPSON L. GARFINKEL .
Special to the Chronicle

Most retail stores are not complying with the
terms of Cambridge’s anti-smoking law, says a doc-
tor from the Harvard School of Public Health, - -

“For these laws to'have any effect, it seems ob-
vious that they have to be obeyed,” said Dr. Michael

ld and sgcurity for the F. Bierer, who presented the findings Monday at a ‘
iksgi game. conference in Boston. But *‘a year after the Cam- FIBE
rts teasus are winding bridge, Massachusetts; no-smoking ordinance went half t
, the future of Russell into effect, we found pretty poor compliance with Wedn
stioned Monday night it.” “heay
suncil meeting. The anti-smoking law was designed to protect the -
isked City Manager health of the city’s non-smokers. . buildi
.0 describe the condi- Working with researchers at Harvard's Institute - spoke
1l Field and explain for the Study of Smoking Behavior and Policy, Dr. were
iors are not using the Bierer surveyed 174 retail stores around Cambridge ‘“child
inksgiving Day game. itn F&bntxa%/] 198t7, one month before the law went in-
: o effect. The stores were suiveyed again in June —
.see FIELD, page 4a 1987 and in February 1988, at which time only 154 of :
i _ the original 174 stores were still in business at their \
[ ) original locations. ’ : '
The study found that, a year after the law went in- . !

t a team to effect, only 41 percent of the stores had hung a law was enacted until a year later.
t has a worse sign prohibiting smoking inside their establishments. St;kagly, Dr. Bierer said, the majority of

’ | Only 4 stores, a mere 3 percent, had hung signs smokers seen in the stores were employegs, not The A
wurs. The field worded *“Smoking Prohibited by Law,” as the law customers. Of the 532 employees countefi in Bridal
us. specifically requires. February 1988, 13 were seen to be smoking; only 8 Citysi
ladie Geraige ry:. Furthermore, the number of stores with smokers ~out ?{f the 1,681 customers observed were seen - Crime
' football coach in them did not significantly change, but instead re- SmoXing. ; o Death

! i -|- mained between 9 and'12 percent from the time the Please see SMOKING, page 4a Editor

S A e et Sttt

SMOKING

+Continued from page 1
» n the stores with no signs, reseax:chers asked
‘f;zxgxployees if they allowed smoking. In 38 percent of
ithose stores, “‘employees specifically permitted
rnsmoking 11 months after the ena'ctx'nent of an or- ”
“dinance specifically forbidding it,”” Dr. Bierer sald.
%* Stores in Harvard Square had a lower rate of
¢smokers and a more often displayed no-smoking
signs, while stores in East Cambridge and Inman
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Square had more smokers and less often displayed
no-smoking signs, the study found. »

No signs were seen in toy stox:es, sporting goods
stores or liquor stores. Fewer signs were seen in
convenience stores than in large groceries. - .
Bookstores, computer stores and stationary stores
had the highest percentage of visible signs. )

But the Harvard researchers found no relationship
between store size and smoking policy.
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